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ADDITIONAL COMMENT ON RANA MACVLATA Z.N.{S.) 1705 
By Hobart M. Smith {Department of Biology, University of Colorado, Boulder) 
and John D. Lynch {Department of Zoology, University of Nebraska, Lincoln) 

The alternative (Sabrosky, 1969, Bull. Zool. Nomencl. 26 : 119-120) to the request 
(Smith, Lynch, and Reese, 1966, Bull. Zool. Nomencl. 23 : 169-173) for suppression 
of Rana maculata Daudin, 1801, for purposes of both the Law of Priority and the 
Law of Homonymy is predicated, apparently, on two premises: (1) assumption that 
there is indeed a significantly greater entrenchment of the name Rana macroglossa 
Brocchi, 1877, than of Rana maculata Brocchi, 1877, and that therefore Rana macro- 
glossa Brocchi should be restored to usage despite the actions of Smith, Lynch and 
Reese {loc. cit.) to prevent it; and (2) perhaps, assumption that punitive measures are 
justified against those who use nomenclatural devices {e.g., in this case, a prejudicial 
lectotype designation) that would limit the alternatives otherwise available to the 
Commission in dealing with any given case. 

We object to both premises. There are very few uses of the name Rana macroglossa 
Brocchi; it was in fact not used after Brocchi at all until 1941 (Schmidt and Stuart, 
Zool. Ser. Field Mus. Nat. Hist. 24 : 239-241), and there had not been as many as 
ten usages as an accepted name by 1959 (it has been used about the same number of 
times since then). For that reason Smith (1959, Herpetologica 15 : 212-216) did not 
regard “stability of nomenclature” as a significant factor in weighing the pros and cons 
of choosing between the simultaneously-published names Rana macroglossa Brocchi, 
1877, and Rana maculata Brocchi, 1877 (he was not then aware of the existence of 
Rana maculata Daudin, 1801, which as explained in Smith, Lynch and Reese, loc. cit., 
is mentioned in none of the several standard, pertinent catalogs). In view of the 
difficult taxonomy of these frogs, the factors that were considered decisively significant 
in making the choice between macroglossa and maculata were: (1) that maculata was 
based upon three specimens from a relatively precise locality (Totonicaparn, Guate- 
mala), whereas macroglossa was based upon three syntypes from a grossly imprecise 
locality, “Plateau of Guatemala”; and (2) that there was unambiguous certainty of 
application of the name maculata, whereas there was ambiguous uncertainty of 
application of the name macroglossa, through multiple species-representation among 
the syntypes. Kellogg (1932, Bull. U.S. Nat. Mus. 160-206), in redescribing the types 
of both nominal species, was emphatic that at least some of the syntypes of macroglossa 
represented another species, Rana pipiens Schreber. Even Schmidt and Stuart 
{loc. cit.) stated, in reference to Brocchi’s macroglossa and maculata, that “at the 
present, however, their status is uncertain, and it is only provisionally that we refer 
these specimens [of their own collection, from Guatemala] to macroglossa". Their 
criteria for selection of macroglossa rather than maculata were actually invalid (size 
and shape of tongue), also. 

The surmise relative to multiple species-representation among the syntypes of 
macroglossa was upheld by Lynch’s re-examination of them (Smith, Lynch and Reese, 
loc. cit.). Again influenced by the explicitly clear application and type-locality of 
Brocchi’s maculata, the nomenclatural arrangement suggested by Smith (1959, loc. 
cit.) was endorsed, although elimination of macroglossa from the picture of nomen- 
clatural confusion was effected by restriction of the name to a lectotype belonging to 
the species named long before as Rana pipiens Schreber, 1782. This step was taken to 
eliminate at once the confusion that might persist in weighing the relative merits of 
the names macroglossa and maculata of Brocchi, again acting in the interests of clarity 
and stability of nomenclature. 

Since 1959 the name Rana maculata Brocchi has been used about a half dozen times; 
it was used twice (1884, 1904) prior to that date, after Brocchi, at least in the Mexican 
literature. R. macroglossa was not used at all, after Brocchi, so far as we are aware, 
until 1941, and since then has been used no more than about 20 times. An extensive 
unpublished review of the group by one of us (Lynch) does not support Stuart’s con- 
tention (1963, Misc. Publ. Mus. Zool. Univ. Michigan 122 : 45) that certain subspecies 
recognized by Smith (1959, loc. cit) are invalid, or that Schmidt and Stuart {loc. cit.) 
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acted as first revisers (preceding Smith, 1 959) in selecting macroglossa over maculata. 
Those authors (Schmidt and Stuart), as indicated above, did not assume macroglossa 
and maculata as synonymous, whereas Smith (1959) explicitly did. 

The alternative proposed (Sabrosky, loc, cit.) to the request by Smith, Lynch and 
Reese (Joe. cit.) requires a triple action by the Commission: (1) suppression of Rana 
maculata Daudin, 1801, for purposes of the Law only of Priority; (2) suppression of 
the lectotype designation by Smith, Lynch and Reese (Joe. cit.) for Rana macroglossa 
Brocchi, 1877; and (3) designation of an alternate lectotype for the latter species. 
These actions will also substitute a name {Rana macroglossa Brocchi) imprecisely 
fixed by locality for a name {Rana tnaciilata Brocchi) precisely fixed by locality. 

Since the original Smith, Lynch and Reese request {loc. cit.) (1) achieves nomen- 
clatural stability by a single action by the Commission (suppression of Rana maculata 
Daudin, 1801, for purposes of both the Law of Priority and the Law of Homonymy), 
(2) retains the preciseness of fixation by type locality of Rana maculata Brocchi,^ (3) has 
reasonable supportive usage and (4) does not violate real “entrenchment” of any 
name, it seems clearly preferable to the alternative proposed, particularly since the 
only purported, non-punitive reason for suggestion of that alternative (significant 
entrenchment of the name Rana macroglossa Brocchi) is non-existent. 



COMMENT ON THE REQUEST FOR VALIDATION OF MUREX 
LOTORWM LINNAEUS, 1758 (GASTROPODA) IN ITS ACCUSTOMED 

SENSE. Z.N.(S.)1886 
(see volume 26, pages 174-176) 

By Harald A. {Smithsonian Institution^ Washington, D.C., U.S.A.) 

1 support the request of Dr. A. G. Beu to validate the name Murex lotorium 
Linnaeus, 1758, in the sense in which it has been used by almost all recent workers. 

2. To strengthen Dr. Beu’s case I would like to point out two facts not mentioned 
by him in his application. 

3. The first is that Linnaeus placed a question mark after his citation of Argen- 
ville’s figure M of plate 13. This would indicate that Linnaeus himself was doubtful 
of the suitability of this figure which actually represents his Murex pileare, for the 
species he was describing as lotorium. 

4. Secondly, it should be pointed out that in the twelfth edition of his Systema 
Naturae (1767) Linnaeus added as a figure citation Rumphius, pi. 26, figure B, again, 
however followed by a question mark: this figure unquestionably represents the 
Murex lotorium of authors. In Linnaeus’ personal interleaved and annotated copy of 
his twelfth edition we find, according to Dodge (1957 : 114), that he substituted figure 
B for figure M in the Argenville reference, removed the question mark, and also removed 
the question mark from the Rumphius figure. Both of these now unquestioned figures 
depict the Murex lotorium, now Cymatium lotorium (Linnaeus, 1 758). 

5. I would suggest that Beu’s statement, made in his paragraph 4, that Murex 
lotorium Linnaeus and Murex pileare Linnaeus should be regarded as synonyms, 
cannot be upheld if this premise is based solely on a figure whose applicability to the 
species in question (i.e. lotorium) Linnaeus himself doubted. It is moreover, in 
apposition to his request for the validation of Murex lotorium in its accustomed 
sense. 

6. It is my feeling that the binomen {Murex lotorium) and the species to which it 
has been generally applied should be interpreted by the figures cited above that 
Linnaeus used in his annotated copy of the twelfth edition of the Systema Naturae. 

1. It might be added that Emerson and Old {American Museum Novitates, 2137 : 
5) have pointed out that Cymatium rhinoceros Roding, 1798, is the oldest junior 
synonym of Murex lotorium Linnaeus. 

^ There is no provision in the Code justifying the determination of the meaning of a species- 
group name by reference to a type-locality. Ed. 
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